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Carver County River Crossing Study
Watertown, Minnesota
Open House 1 - Comment Summary
Includes comments received through April 20, 2011

40 people signed in
16 comments received (representing 27 people)

This column indicates the number of comments received regarding this issue
This column indicates the number of persons represented by these comments

Purpose and Need
Questioned the need for an additional bridge in the community
A new bridge is not needed at this time and would be a waste of taxpayer money
Projected growth too aggressive - out of date

Concept Location
Prefer the northern concept (for southern beltway)
Against the northern concept (for southern beltway)
School traffic on the north side of town
Preferred building on the north side of Watertown
Build a second river crossing downtown
Improve CSAH 10 downtown bridge
Do not dismiss the no build
Utilize the existing bridge south of TH 25
Concern of cost
Just pave 32nd Street
Concern for Safety

Impacts to Natural Resources
Avoid River Point Park
Expand River Point Park to the south to include the other pond
Floodplain impacts
Farmland impacts
Air pollution
Concern for Environmental Impacts

Impacts to Residences
Northern concept will devalue neighboring property values
Noise and traffic impacts to existing developments
Avoid impacts to existing residential areas
Visual impacts to existing developments

Open House
Comments should be captured at the Open House while they are being stated
Open house should have been less presenting and more asking opinions and concerns
People cannot attend open houses like this, digest the information, and provide comments in this short
amount of time
Please make more information available. Please have handouts at the Open Houses (maps and
documents)
Please send me a copy of the open house information
Great, informative representatives

Study Process
Need more detailed information so an informed decision could be made
The study needs to be longer with further opportunities for public debate

Previous planning efforts were not available / nor previously discussed for a County Road in this vicinity

Preserve the roadway now, limiting impacts to existing residences. As the community grows new
residences / developments will plan accordingly
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You may also forward your comments to:

Dan Lonnes, Project Manager, Bolton & Menk, inc., 2638 Shadow Lane # 200, Chaska, MN 55318

Email . danlo bolton menk.com
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You may also forward your comments to:
Dan Lonnes, Project Manager, Bolton & Menk, Inc., 2638 Shadow Lane # 200, Chaska, MN 55318

Email : danlo bolton-menk com
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You may also forward your comments to:

Dan Lonnes, Project Manager, Bolton & Menk, inc., 2638 Shadow Lane # 200, Chaska, MN 55318

Email ; danlo  bolton-menk com
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You may also forward your comments to:
Dan Lonnes, Project Manager, Bolton & Menk, Inc., 2638 Shadow Lane # 200, Chaska, MN 55318

Email : danlo@bolton-menk.com
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You may also forward your comments to:
Dan Lonnes, Project Manager, Bolton & Menk, Inc., 2638 Shadow Lane # 200, Chaska, MN 55318

Email : danlo@bolton-menk.com
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You may also forward your comments to:

Dan Lonnes, Project Manager, Bolton & Menk, Inc., 2638 Shadow Lane # 200, Chaska, MN 55318

Email danlo bolton-menk com
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You may also forward your comments to:

Dan Lonnes, Project Manager, Bolton & Menk, Inc., 2638 Shadow Lane # 200, Chaska, MN 55318

Email : danlo  bolton-menk.com
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You may also forward your comments to:
Dan Lonnes, Project Manager, Bolton & Menk, Inc., 2638 Shadow Lane # 200, Chaska, MN 55318

Email danlo bolton-menk.com
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You may also forward your comments to:

Dan Lonnes, Project Manager, Bolton & Menk, Inc., 2638 Shadow Lane # 200, Chaska, MN 55318

Email : danlo@bolton-menk.com
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I’'m not in favor of any plan that adversely affects the present or future of
Riverpointe Pond and Park.

Riverpointe Park has been praised by the public and the city council as one
of Watertown’s unique and valuable places where nature and the water can
be enjoyed by young and old.

The current proposed extension of county road 122 (alt. 1) would run
directly along the southern boarder of Riverpointe Park requiring the filling
in of the south shore of the small Riverpointe Pond. If the road was to be
moved slightly to the south that would require major filling in of the 35 foot
deep southern pond located on private property. A road between the two
ponds would destroy the whole intent of the nature park that the city has
promoted as a natural area. It is my hope that the city council and eventually
the county will favor an alternate route that does not divide the two
distinctive ponds.

With the anticipated growth and popularity of the small Riverpointe Pond
it’s not hard to imagine that merging the two ponds could make a perfect
and needed fit in the future To be so short sighted as to not at least leave the
chance to combine the two in the future would be a mistake.

Along with many, many other considerations it’s the engineers job to find
the easiest and most cost effective way to put the road in. They have no
interest in saving or planning for the parks or ponds except as the laws
require. The parks and ponds only present themselves as obstacles. I hope
we are able to make the correct decision and not build a road and bridge
along the southern boundary of Riverpointe Park.



Eric Johnson

From

Sent

To:

Subject: atertown . iver rossing

To whom 1t may concern
This email is in regards to the Watertown River Crossing study that Carver County 18 pursuing.

I first want to thank the county for considering the input of the involved citizens. I was at the first meeting and

these things are never pleasant. If a new road is going to be build, somebody is not going to be happy. That
we know.

I would like to share my thoughts on this issue. Assuming the county decides to build another river crossing,
and assumung that 1t will be south of Watertown

* At the meeting, the majority of the citizens present did not like the option that lines up straight with CR122, and
runs on the southern border of Watertown. Those citizens feel they were not informed that there was a
possibility of a road going in there. (Let’s call this option 1.)

o Not everybody in the room agreed with that view. I, and several others in the room that night, live
south of town and there are other versions of this plan that affect us more directly than option 1. We
should have been more vocal.

o Option 1is in the 30 year comprehensive plan. Those who didn't know about 1t, didn't look. I share
their concern, but there is an option that goes right past my house too. (I am referring to option 2,
which goes past my house at I have lived in my house 3 - years. I have looked at
the 30 year comprehensive pial: q 5 1i: the plan, not option 2.

o I know more people are affected |f you go W|th option 1, but option 2 affects me as deeply, or maybe
even more deeply, than any individual will be affected by option 1.

o If you move option 1 a little bit south, (say 30 yards,) you will create a little buffer between those who

_ live on the south side of WhiteTail Run and Kings Highland.
s To be honest, I am not sure what the best option is. I do know that option 2 will cut across a great amount of
wetland. That has to be expensive, not to mention destroying wetland. We have enough issues with flooding
without altering that swamp Option 2 is my LAST choice.
» Even if the county decides to delay the project until the original 2020 date, or even later due to a slowing of
growth; please make a decision on where the road will go. If that road has been in the plans for 20 years,

people won't be able to complain  People just don't like surprises.
C/D e The 3 option (further south,) doesn’t make much sense. I don't think people would use it as much as they

would option 1. However, if you do not choose option 1, option 3 is better than option 2.
s It doesn't go as close to my house, (obviously my bias.)
s Aslong as we are going farther south, go all the way and have a straight road.

Once again, tha k you for listening. You have tough decisions to make.
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You may/{so forward your comments to:

Dan Lonnes, Project Manager, Bolton & Menk, Inc., 2638 Shadow Lane # 200, Chaska, MN 55318

Emall : danlo bolton-menk.c m
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Carver County River Crossing Study - March 21
Open House #1

Name:
Address
Phone:
Email:

Comments:

| found the presentation on the river crossing study to be incomplete and
insufficient to form an opinion on the best solution for our community. My
comments are’

1 The County did not take notes or capture our thoughts while they were
shared

2. The County did not display active listening skills and seemed more intent on
presenting information than asking our opinions or listening to our concerns/
questions. This was especially frustrating in the way they dismissed or
diminished alternatives such as a bridge on the north side of town or simply
closing the bridge for 3 to 4 months.

3. The information presented was incomplete and did not provide enough

detail to formulate an opinion on any of the routes. Information is needed

on the design, interconnection method to 25, sound barriers, landscaping,
environmental impacts, etc. All of this information factors into the attractiveness
of a specific route A poor design or poor landscaping or an adverse
environmental impact that destroys the surrounding landscape/environment
would greatly influence my opinion as to what route is appropriate.

4 The timeline presented by the County is inadequate for proper debate More
meetings with greater information is needed to fully understand the situation and
make a good decision.

Based on the first meeting | am unable to formulate a sound opinion as to what
route is the best for our community In fact, | am not even convinced that a
second bridge is needed nor would it be good for our community. The small
town, rural atmosphere of our community is vital to our way of life and needs
to be protected and preserved. While | understand growth is inevitable we are
in control of that gro th and should not blindly agree to ideas presented to us



without fully understanding the impact those ideas will have to our way of life.



Eric Johnson

From:

Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2011 9:54 PM
To: info@ci.watertown.mn.us; Dan Lonnes
Subject: South River Crossing comments

Dear Mr. Lonnes and Mr. McDonald,

Thank you for taking time to read and consider this response to the proposed river crossings south of
Watertown.

I would first like to say that I appreciate that the city and the county are being proactive in trying to come up
with a solution for elevating traffic over the only bridge in town. I think we are all in agreement that there is a
need for another route to cross the river.

My concerns are with the proposed routes south of town. The northern most route which would extend 30™
street is not a well thought out solution due to a number of reasons. One, the cost (which I realize is yet to be
determined) to build a bridge over a river and a flood plain which has be realized when making a decision when
there is an existing bridge within a half a mile of the proposed bridge. Displacement of the wetlands and flood
plain could cause considerable short and long term damages to business and homes of Watertown which are
already effected each Spring due to flooding. Two, the town does NOT need a highway, but rather only another
river crossing option. Irealize that politically this may be an issue as the county has mentioned it will not
support a crossing if it is not a county highway.

As mentioned in the last public meeting, it is not wanted to build a highway through town. We want to keep
residential streets as residential, not highway. However, by extending 30" street and creating a highway is
doing just that. The highway would end up being adjacent to existing residents. If we assume that the projected
population of Watertown will grow according to the studies performed then there will eventually be residents
south of the 30" Street proposed highway. This leads us into the same problems we have now, which is having
highways through residential communities.

Since you have planned ahead and are looking ahead using certain assumptions (regardless if those assumptions
are still valid) then putting a highway through a residential neighborhood would be foolish. Instead build a road
farther south. It only makes sense that if the town grows (again, according to they data you presented) that a
route farther south would still be used in the future while not disrupting the current neighborhoods and
residents. Also the future plans show a route in the future even farther south (but north of Hwy 7). If a current
highway is build farther south now it could possibly eliminate the need to build another highway in the future.
Another advantage to building a road further south is the opportunity to expand if needed. If the 30" Street
extension is developed you have eliminated the ability to expand because it is too close to residential and
environment obstacles.

You have the opportunity to make this a wonderful project that would benefit the future growth of the area
without upsetting too many people by just building a highway a little farther south. So why not do it? Build it
farther south and not right next to current residents. Although no cost analysis has been made public yet, a
farther south route would be comparable since it would eliminate the added cost of another bridge and future
maintenance of another bridge.



I have not argued whether or not a road is needed as I believe actions have already been taken (inappropriately
in my opinion) that make that a pointless battle. So I encourage you to make a thoughtful decision on this
matter. I would also encourage you to hear all public input and not be dissuaded by politics.

I look forward to further discussions on this topic and hope that a reasonable conclusion can be reached that will
be for the benefit of our city in the long term. I also welcome any feedback or discussions you may have. I can
be reach at this e-mail address.

Thank you for your time regarding this matter.

Sincerely,
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